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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
ok w
BRIEFING ON INSPECTION CRITERIA,
EVOLUTION OF ASSESSMENT, AND SALP SYSTEM

* ok ok

PUBLIC MEETING
o
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Room 1F-16
One White Flint North
11555 Rockville Pike

Rockville, Maryland

Monday, December 16, 1996

The Commission met in open session, pursuant to
notice, at 10:00 a.m., the Honorable SHIRLEY A. JACKSON,
Chairman of the Commission, presiding.

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:

SHIRLEY A. JACKSON, Chairman of the Commission

KENNETH C. ROGERS, Member of the Commission

GRETA J. DICUS, Member cf the Commission

NILS J. DIAZ, Member of the Commission

EDWARD McGAFFIGAN, JR., Member of the Commission
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STAFF AND PRESENTERS SEATED AT THE COMMISSION TABLE:

JOHN C. HOYLE, Secretary

KAREN D. CYR, General Counsel

JAMES TAYLOR, Executive Director for Operations

R. WILLIAM BORCHARDT, Chief, Inspection Program
Branch, NRR

FRANK MIRAGLIA, Acting Director, NRR
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PROCEEDINGS
[2:02 p.m.]

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Good afternoon, ladies and
gentlemen.

The purpose of this meeting is for the NRC Staff
tc brief the Commission on the NRC's assessment processes
including the systematic assessment of licensee performance
or SALP system.

This briefing is a direct result of a need
identified during the Maine Yankee independent safety
assessment presentation for the Commission to better
understand these processes and their evolutions.

I believe that the issue is NRC assessment
capability and potential improvements therein. That's been
at the heart of several recent high visibility issues at
some of our power reactors. As these issues played out, a
recurring question has been why didn't our assessment of the
available information provide a more timely warning of the
issues?

It is a good question that goes to the heart of
our responsibilities as regulators.

We must improve our ability to identify facilities
whose performance is declining so that we can bring the
appropriate focus and resources to bear. Part of

accomplishing this may require examining and perhaps re-
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examining the tools we use to assess reactor licensee

performance.

I am told that copies of the presentation slides
are available at the entrance to the room.

If my fellow Commissioners have no further
comments at this point, Mr. Taylor, I'll let you proceed.

MR. TAYLOR: Good afternoon. With me at the table
are Frank Miraglia, the Acting Director of NRR, and Bill
Borchardt, Chief of the Inspection Program Branch in NRR.

As you will hear today, SALP was initiated
following the Three Mile Island accident to provide a system
for assessing the overall programmatic significance of NRC
inspection and enforcement findings as well as other
dealings with the licensees and to help the Agency focus its
limited resources on those licensees with the greatest
performance problems.

This process has been reviewed by the Commission
many times since its inception inc. ‘ing major reviews in
1990 and 1993. As a result, definitions . rating
categories, length of SALP cycles, content of the “*Lp
reports, and management participation have all evolved wai.
regard to the SALP.

Other processes that will be mentioned today
include the Senior Management Meeting and Plant Performance

Reviews.
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5

They were developed and added as assessment tools
in the mid and late 1980s to improve our overall process.

I'll now turn the briefing over to Frank Miraglia.

MR. MIRAGLIA: Thank you, Jim. Good afternoon,
Madam Chairman, Commissioners.

May 1 have the first slide, please.

fSlide.)

MR. MIRAGLIA: I would just like to give an
overview of the presentation objectives today. As the
Chairman indicated, the primary focus is to describe the
SALP Program, its background and evolution and what the
current processes, rating definition, and functional areas
that are evaluated are used.

As Mr. Taylor has indicated, the program was
implemented after the Three Mile Island accident and has
undergone review and evaluation and refinements with time.

In the early years the SALP Program focused on the
establishment of licensing programs and procedures. The
focus today and more currently has been on the licensee
safety performance.

The primary objective of the SALP program is to do
a long-term assessment of licensee performance such that
allocation of NRC resources and licensees' resources may be
directed on problem areas and issues.

It is also intended to provide the basis for the
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NRC to communicate with licensees and the public its view of

licensee performance.

In addition to the SALP Program we'd like to
briefly describe the NRC Inspection Program and the other
assessment processes mentioned by Mr. Taylor that are
currently being used.

Licensees are responsible for the safe operation
of their facilities. The NRC inspects to verify conformance
to its requirements on an audit basis. The inspection
results are reviewed and assessed and real time activities
and actions are taken based primarily on the inspection
process.

The NRC inspection processes integrate and trend
safety performance with the objective of identifying
declining performance.

As indicated by Mr. Taylor, there are a number of
performance assessment tools that we use. The plant
performance reviews are done in the regions by regional
management with NRR management involved and predominantly
viewed on a regional basis and a certain level of management
invelvement.

Senior management meeting process is another
assessment process that is used and in conjunction with that
the PPR reviews feed the screening meetings, which are

utilized to identify plants to be discussed at the senior
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management meeting.

This is another higher level of management review
and integration of information to develop a national
perspective.

I'd like to turn the briefing over to Bill
Borchardt now and he will walk through a number of the
issues for background and the current processes.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Before you do that, let me ask
the following question. Do we have any ongoing or automatic
feedback loop where we lock at the effectiveness of our
assessment processes? You know, you mentioned the various
pieces. I know you have this pyramid in here that you will
talk about, but what kind of a feedback loop do we have that
allows us tc ook back and say, well, are those assessment
processes, as opposed to, say, the Commission spurring a
review -- you know, a built-in process that says we look
back and we look at the feedback and we know that this is
working and that is not working.

Do we do this on a going forward pro forma basis?

MR. MIRAGLIA: There's two basic answers to that,
Madam Chairman.

One is that in a number of instances from either
BETS, from lessons learned, from corrective actions we have
indicated why didn't we find certain things either in a

timely manner or did we have this information, and so we
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have conducted those kinds of assessments in a look-back
based on response to events, Commission direction,
experience.

In addition, we have in the inspection program,

and I don't believe Bill is going toc discuss this in any

great detail, we do go back and we assess -- we,
headquarters -- access the implementation of the inspection
process by the regions where there is a headquarters
evaluation of how the program was evaluated.

We look in terms of -- at the performance of one
or two plants in the regions. The concept that was embodied
in the Integrated Performance Assessment Program will be
those kinds of evaluations done out of headquarters to say
would an independent group from headquarters assess,
reaffirm, or find differences in its assessment of
performance versus the program as dictated and came out of
the region, so that is an ongoing process that has been used
for the last two years, some on a pilot basis and more in
the future would be on a more routine type basis, but
primarily in the past it's always been in terms of the
assessment or the implementation of the program by the
headquarters office.

MR. BORCHARDT: Well, good afternoon. 1I1'll have
Slide 3, please.

(Slide.]
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9
MR. BORCHARDT: SALP, the main subject of today's

briefing, is an important element of the NRC's regulatory
process but it is only one part of a continuum of activities
that are designed to assess licensee performance and provide
a basis for the allocation of Agency resources.

The first portion of this presentation will
attempt to provide some history and background on the
inspection program so that when we focus on SALP it will be
clearer how SALP fits into the overall process.

This slide shows some of the major milestones that
have led to the current operating reactor inspection
program. Since the early '70s there has been a continuing
shift toward performance and results based inspections and
away from program, process, and procedure reviews.

SALP and the rest of the inspection program have
undergone many reviews and revisions over the years and we
expect that there will be future revisions.

Each time we take a critical look at any of these
programs we gain new insights and hopefully make the process
incrementally better.

The initiation of the resident inspector program
in the late '70s, the merging of NRR and the Office of
Inspection and Enforcement in 1987, along with the N plus 1
resident inspector policy each demonstrated an intention to

take a closer look at actual performance of activities and a
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direct inspection of operational safety.

More recently the plant performance reviews have
ben strengthened and directives have been prepared covering
the senior management meeting process and the Agency's
integrated assessment process. Slide 4, please.

(Slide.)

MR. BORCHARDT: The current inspection program
attempts to evaluate the operational safety performance of
licensees through a sampling process that includes
performance-based reviews and inspections. In recognition
of the finite Agency resources the inspection program is
designed to sample activities in each of the major
functional areas at least once during a SALP period.

Other areas, such as control room operations, are
reviewed on almost a daily basis.

Within the guidelines and requirements of the
overall inspection program there is an attempt to allocate
NRC inspection resources based upon our understanding of
licensee performance. This means that the best-performing
licensees, those that seem to have the best safety
performance, get the least amount of NRC inspection effort,
and conversely, those that are viewed as not having as good
a safety performance receive more inspection effort.

There is a continuing effort to increase the use

of risk insights in both the planning and analysis of
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inspection activities. The staffing and training of the
senior reactor analyst function, two in each region and two
in headquarters, is an important first step or at least an
early step in being able to use to those PRA insights.

The inspection program evaluates information from
a wide range of sources. Findings and insights from the
resident inspections, region-based and headquarters-based
inspections, licensee self-assessments, LERs and AEOD
studies are all valuable sources of information that
contribute to our assessment capability.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Let me stop you on that slide
for a second.

I note that one of the objectives that you have
listed for our current inspection program is to identify
significant declining trends in performance, but yet I noted
in reading through some of the historical development that
declining and improving trends were removed from the SALP
awhile back.

Can you kind of tell us a little bit about how
that happened?

MR. BORCHARDT: What was really removed was --
many years ago -- there was a numerical grade SALP 1, 2 or
3, assigned, and the Staff experimented with the use of

identifying a declining or improving trend along with that

numerical grade.
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After a couple years of practice using that
system, it was changed to remove that trend identification
associated with the numerical score, but what continued to
be emphasized was that if there was a clear trend identified
by the sStaff, in the SALP Board meeting for example, that
that would be specifically discussed within the SALP report,
so we didn't change really our practice of identifying
significant trends but rather we separated it from the
numerical grade. Slide 5, please.

(Slide.]

MR. BORCHARDT: The inspection program and the
procedures that make up the program are divided into three
major categories. The core program constitutes the minimum
inspection effort at any given facility. Completing the
core will ensure that each of the four major functional
areas will receive some inspection effort during the 12 to
24 month SALP period.

The majority of the core inspection effort is
conducted by the regional inspection staff, although there
are certain inspection procedures that are typically
conducted by regional specialists.

The regional initiative inspections are conducted
as a result of either previous inspection findings that
indicate the need for additional insights, or as a result of

a plant event or condition that deserves specific NRC
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follow-up.

MR. TAYLOR: Bill, excuse me. I think you said
the core is conducted by regional -- it's by resident, isn't
it?

MR. BORCHARDT: I'im sorry, it's conducted mostly
by resident inspection st“aff and it's supplemented, there
are a few inspection procedures that are done --

MR. TAYLOR: -- that require regional help. Excuse
me .

MR. BORCHARDT: The generic safety issue
inspections constitute the follow-up of generic letters,
bulletins, and special area of emphasis inspections.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Before you go, can you give us
some insight as to how the core inspection program has
evolved or changed over the years?

MR. MIRAGLIA: 1I'll take a crack at it and Bill
can fill in some of the more details in history.

When we looked the core initially in the '87-'88
timeframe, it was thought that about one-third of the
program should be diverted to core, a third to 40 percent.
We worked with the regions, all the regions and the program
office, to define that minimum amount of inspection that had
to be required.

We agreed on the scope of that core and in the

implementation of that program found that it varied in terms
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of time and activity effort early on to maybe 50 to 60
percent. So that core program has been identified and re-
evaluated periodically between the program office and the
regions, defining what that minimum set is.

As we went to four functional areas was another
focal point where we had to look at it to say how do we have
to redefine the core because we have changed the program, so
it's been an iterative type of process and been a dynamic
process.

The terms of the regional initiative is really the
regional directed activities and that's based upon what
comes out of the inspection program in the regional offices,
the regional administrator, and the regional staff's
perspective of where particular issues lie, where more
information is needed to make an assessment, so that is the
thrust of the program.

When we started this activity it was like one-
third, one-third, one-third. I think it's more now like 40
percent in the core --

MR. BORCHARDT: Actually, it's more like 60
percent core now, almost about 37 percent regional
initiative and only 3 non-generic safety issues.

MR. TAYLOR: 1In the way of history, this core,
having nothing to do with the reactor core, but the heart of

the inspection program was changed with the placement of
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residents at the sites, and that meant we could have day-
to-day type evaluation whereas in the past most of the
inspection process was conducted out of the regions by
visiting inspectors.

When we shifted -- the beginning was just before
the accident and then after the accident NRC began a very
large hiring and placed residents at all sites. I can't
remember the specific year and month that we achieved that,
but it was in the early 1980s.

The program was then --

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Yes, indeed --

MR. TAYLOR: ~-- then rewritten -- excuse me,
Chairman -- to recognize that you had people on the site and
it was very much geared in the beginning to oversight of
operations because in those early days we could even walk
systems and find safety systems out of alignment -- that is,
not ready, you know, shut valves here and there -- those
were, as people became more sophisticated, those began to
disappear and this program though has traditionally tried to
keep an operational safety type focus and I think that is
still very much part of the core program.

Do you agree, Bill?

MR. BORCHARDT: Yes.

MR. TAYLOR: With we evolved from experience

through the '80s and so on to --
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CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Let me ask you some questions.

One is, 1is the core inspection program pretty
much the same from region to region, from plant to plant,
from inspector to inspector, and second, can you define to
the Commission what you mean by operational safety?

MR. BORCHARDT: 1I'll take the first one, it's
easier. The (o-inspection procedure is specifically
delineated and in manual chapter, the number if 25.15, which
identifies 18 inspection procedures that make up the core
and they're broken up by SALP-functicnal area basically.

So there's a periodicity for each of them and they
each have to be done at least one in a SALP-cycle, the
assurance being that at the end of a SALP-cycle, we have
enough basis on which to, in fact, write a SALP report, have
an overall assessment of licensee performance.

The operational safety guestion is not as clearly
defined, but what I think we mean by that is that there's a
clear focus in the inspecticn program on looking at the
plant operations, the things that affect the day-to-day
operation of the reactor facility and to a lesser degree,
the activities associated with more engineering design basis
activities.

Although they're not completely ignored, clearly
the focus is on control room operations, on maintenance

activities that affect plant eguipment, IMC surveillance
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tests that have an impact on the day-to-day operation, the
subpoints in the reactor protection system.

It's those kinds of activities that directly
impact day-to-day operational safety, is where the focus of
the inspectional program rests.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Does that then include or track
into some of the engineering and maintenance from the point
of view of operator workarounds, the fold operator
workarounds?

MR. MIRAGLIA: Yes, clearly. Operatiocnal
workarounds are something that, especially the resident
inspector staff, has a very close view on because it impacts
how those operators do their job and it's not infreqguent
that you'll see in an inspection report a discussion about a
particular workaround adversely impacting, usually when we
write about it, the ability of the plant to be operated in
the way it was intended, control room indications which are
alarms which induce alarms and how responsive is engineering
and maintenance to the concerns raised by the operator.
That's the operational focus as Bill has explained.

It's a way from looking at programs but mcre to
say how is the plant functioning on a day-to-day basis in
terms of looking at the triangle between operations,
maintenance and engineering, what are those interfaces, are

they supporting the operation such that the operator's job
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-- by the operator's we mean not only the licensed operators
but the auxiliary operators, the maintenance folks, do they
have the tools to do the job such that they could support
safe operations on a daily basis, including operator
workarounds, materia' in the backlog, things of that nature.
So that would be the focus.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Where and how do you feel
engineering and design basis activities or issues overlap
with what you'd call operational safety issues?

MR. MIRAGLIA: I think where they come in and
where they manifest themselves is in the day-to-day
operations such as things that are confined within the
technical specification or licensee commitments that certain
functions have to be done and they have to make operability
determinations, they have to make the decisions on their
meeting their commitments.

It requires engineering support and if there's not
a solid underpinning and understanding of what the
engineering design basis is for that facility, that's where
things can go awry. So that's how they manifest themselves
in terms of the support of operations, in terms of meeting
regulations and requirements in the technical
specifications, and I think that's where the engineering
aspect and the interface lies.

MR. TAYLOR: They observe surveillance tests to

ANN RILEY & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
Court Reporters
1250 I Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) B42-0034



10

=3

12

13

14

A%

16

17

18

1%

20

21

22

23

24

25

19
see if it's degraded, batteries and that type of thing, when
they do the discharge type test.

COMMISSIONER McGAFFIGAN: Could I ask a question
at this point and you tell me if you're going to cover it
later? It really comes from one of the backup slides.

In the history of the SALP process, given how
important the core is, at one point senior residents played
a major role in the SALP process, were on the board, as I
understand, did a lot of the drafting.

Now, it's process only involves SES folks from the
region and from headquarters, not that they don't make
inputs, but their role has changed. Could you describe --
it's probably covered in the backup charts, but could you -

MR. BORCHARDT: We can do it now. The impact of
the senior resident inspector especially was a sensitive
subject with the industry to a large extent and I think we
agreed that this was a very important position, the senior
resident inspector, the individual who knew more about the
day-to-day operation of the facility, but that the agency's
overall assessment needed to be balanced and that if you had
the SALP essentially being only the senior resident
inspector's input and being solely report, that you wouldn't
necessarily force that agencywide interaction and
perspective to occur.

That's why there were a number of steps taken,
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including ultimately to where we are today where we have
only three SALP board members and none of them being a
senior resident inspector, although as you mentioned, you
couldn't write a SALP without the senior resident.

MR. MIRAGLIA: It was an evolutionary process,
Commissioner McGaffigan, in terms of the principles
involved, were the resident and to a lesser degree but
involved the project managers early on.

In terms of the reg impact survey the Commission
did in 1989 and 1990, concerns were raised by the industry
of being captive to their resident, that their residents
could impact their SALPs and SALPs were important.

It was something that was discussed publicly, with
a view to public understanding and it needed to have more
consistency, more management control. It was an issue that
was raised ¢gain in the context of the Tower-Perrin report
which was 1991-1992.

As a result of some of those kinds of changes that
when we reevaluated the SALP program, we looked at that to
try to balance that. While they are not a member of the
board, the resident manager and the project inspector, they
do provide key inputs and are available at the board
meetings to solicit input and to provide input to the board
members for consideration.

The discussion among the senior managers in coming
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up with this change -- by the senior managers, I mean the
senior managers of the agency, including the regional
administrators -- it was looked at that the SALP report
ought to constitute the regional administrator's view and
discussion and communication with the licensee of what the
region assessment of that licensee's performance was
relative to others.

That's where that decisionmaking process was to
say SES as board members, voting members, yet to have the
input of not only the residents and the project manager, but
other regional inspectors as well, to round out that kind of
thing.

So it was an evolving type of process and that's
where we stand right now with the process and that's how the
process got to its current state.

COMMISSIONER McGAFFIGAN: But it was industry
pressure that was the initial motivation?

MR. MIRAGLIA: With industry concern and then
there were examples, perhaps, where you could peint to SALPs
being "unduly" influenced one way or another. So it's tried
to maintain that type of balance and objectivity over an
assessment of licensee performance and having some degree of
management, oversight, and control over the process, the
issue of consistency and across the region and across the

country has always been an issue in the context of any our
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assessment processes, be they SALP or senior management or
any other process, even enforcement.

MR. BORCHARDT: Slide 6, please.

[Slide.]

MR. BORCHARDT: In addition to the more routine
inspection activities, the staff has the ability to send
special team inspections when more information is needed to
understand a particular event or to improve our
understanding of a particular licensee's performance.

These team inspections typically receive a higher
level of management attention and involve more NRC resources
and licensee resources to conduct.

The initiation of a new industrywide major team
inspection requires Commission approval before
implementation.

Slide 7, please.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: How many such inspections do we
end up performing per year and how has that been trending
over time?

MR. MIRAGLIA: We can give you a more accurate
answer but I can answer somewhat off the top of my head. 1I
believe on diagnostic evaluation team inspections, they are
on the order of 14.

MR. TAYLOR: They started them --

MR. MIRAGLIA: With the context of the senior
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management meetirg process, sometime in the 1988, 1989 time
frame.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: You mean there have been 14
total or 14 per year?

MR. MIRAGLIA: No, 14 total. That's a good point.

MR. TAYLOR: We could never afford 14 per year.
They were spread out over that period of time.

MR. MIRAGLIA: The most we did in one year, I
believe, were four in one year.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: What about AITs?

MR. MIRAGLIA: AITs, I would say trend on the
order of 8 to 12 a year, and again, these are statistics we
could provide to the Commission on that kind of a basis.

MR. TAYLOR: Because they are all loaded. Those
are a lesser inspection.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Have they been trending down or
flat or up?

MR. BORCHARDT: I don't think there's really a
trend. There's eight, I believe, in 1996; three in 1995;
and at least six in 1994. My list doesn't go back through
all of 1994.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Commissioner Dicus, you had a
guestion?

MR. MIRAGLIA: And incident investigation things

are rarer occurrences, but we have had a number of those.
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COMMISSIONER DICUS: I'm not clear on what some of
the differences are among these types of inspections.
Clearly, some of them, it's obvious incident investigation
and so forth, but it would be helpful if you could give me
some examples of two things, first of all, what might be a
diagnostic evaluation, team inspection as opposed to a
special evaluation team inspection. How do these
interrelate, how might one inspection lead to ancther kind
of inspection?

MR. MIRAGLIA: The first three on the viewgraph
are actually described in a management directive. I'm not
sure what exact number that directive is. The diagnostic
evaluation team was used to support the performance
assessment process and it was a decision that was made
normally within the context of the senior management
meeting.

At the senior management meeting, three principal
questions -- do we understand what the licensee's
performance is, and which way is it trending; have we
adequately communicated that to the licensee; and does the
licensee have corrective action programs in place that are
addressing those kinds of problems. 1If all the answers were
yes, then we had enough to answer that kind of = Lion.

What we found in some of the earlier senior

management meetings is that we couldn't answer each of those
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guestions with a definitive yes or a definitive no, and we
needed to have more information.
When we got ro a plant that had that kind of
characteristic, it became a candidate for a diagnostic
evaluation team. this would be a broad-based team, managed
by the Office of Operational Evaluation of Data, reporting
to the EDO and would have multidisciplines covering
management and various functional areas and result in a team
report that would make findings relative to the licensee's
performance.
And also, as an outgrowth of that process, would
also perhaps indicate when NRC programs should be
reevaluated or looked at for corrective actions, refinewents
and improvements as well. That's the context of a DET.
As I said, we've done approximately 14 of those
since the program was put in place. The first few were
really pilots. We weren't even sure whether we could do
such a thing like that, so we looked for some plants and did |
it on a pilot, voluntary basis. It wasn't that we really i
had concerns about the plant, but we wanted to test the ;
technique, so we met 14 or some of those type inspections. 1
An augmented inspection team is something that
comes out of an event at a facility. Did it have a
complicated SCRAM, did all the equipment work as it was

designed, do we understand all the contributing factors and
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the root causes and are there any questions or uncertainties
in our mind with respect to how the event was handled, how
emergency response was held, and those kinds of things.

The incident investigation team has the same
elements of an augmented inspection team except that it's
got broader impact and broader concerns and higher degree of
perhaps failures. For example, the Davis-Besse event was an
11T because it had multiple system failures and equipment
failures.

It became a "close call," had broader
ramifications and an IIT is a sort of elevation of an AIT to
a much higher level.

MR. TAYLOR: 1In fact, I think that's when it was
born at the Davis-Besse. We just needed to get an
independent investigation and all the processes grew out of
that. We sent a multidiscipline team in there for quite a
period of time.

COMMISSIONER DICUS: So it's going to be a much
larger team?

MR. TAYLOR: Yes, and very strict procedures. We
had maybe 15 people or something like that on it.

MR. MIRAGLIA: Yes, 15 to 20.

MR. TAYLOR: Somewhere in that range of people.
There is a manual that describes that, hcw you would conduct

it. It's guite formal in its own way.
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Excuse me for interrupting.

MR. MIRAGLIA: The other diagnostics that are here
are really special subsets of these two to indicate some of
the evaluations and team inspections that have been done.

The SET was one that was done in terms of Cooper
and instead of doing a DET, they did their own self-
assessment and we evaluated that self-assessment.

In the independent safety assessment, that's the
type of assessment we just did with respect to the Maine
Yankee facility and the independent safety inspection would
be the activity that we're conducting relative to Dresden.

Then design or other type of team inspections are
special team inspections that we come to the Commission and
see approval for, locking at special, focused kinds of areas
in terms of inspection.

COMMISSIONER McGAFFIGAN: Do these -- there would
normally be one of these others and we sort of ad hoc it?
you said you had manuals for the first three as to how to
conduct them and procedures. On these other types, there
aren't?

MR. BORCHARDT: There are usually special charters
that are established for them but what they do is include by
reference established inspection procedures. 8o, under the
umbrella of a special evaluation team inspection, they will

say, perform the following five regional initiative
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inspections. So there is always a reference to go to, to
guide the inspection activity but it is specially
constructed for the circumstance of that inspection.

MR. TAYLOR: The design inspections have
traditionally been some form of a vertical slice through a
specific system or one or two systems using this safety
system functional inspection type process. I believe almost
without fault it has been that type of sample review by
taking a safety system, it could be a fluid system and then
an electrical system like the batteries or the -- you know,
the various major electrical or control systems.

''R. MIRAGLIA: Yes, we come to the Commission and
outlined the program and say this is something we intend to
do on all ¢f the --

MR. TAYLOR: And for a considerable time service
water was in bad shape at a lot of the plants so we ran a
service water design related inspection because the service
water is such a variant across all the stations. I forget
the exact name of that process of inspection.

MR. MIRAGLIA: The acronym was SYSWAPI but I am
not sure I could quite repeat all of the --

MR. BORCHARDT: Slide 7, plcase.

(8lide.]

MR. BORCHARDT: 1In addition to the issuance of

inspection reports and enforcement actions, there are
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several actions available to the agency to address

unacceptable performance when it is identified. The basis
for these actions would be the inspection findings and
conclusions that are part of the day-to-day conduct of the
inspection program. The type of actions shown on this slide
result from a real time integration of inspection results
and interaction between regional and headquarters staffs.
Under no circumstances would the staff actions be needlessly
deferred until one of the agency's periodic assessment
processes like SALP or PPR or a senior management meeting
could be held.

Slide 8, please.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Before you go, you talked about
these actions. What are the -- where does the confirmatory
order fall within here, or orders of any kind?

MR. MIRAGLIA: I would say on the last bullet,
modify, suspend or revoke. That could be either orders to
show cause or confirmatory type orders.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Are there orders other than
confirmatory?

MR. MIRAGLIA: There are orders to show cause as
well,

MS. CYR: Orders are orders. The confirmatory
order really means that the licensee has agreed to undertake

particular actions but, as a legal matter, an order is an
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order. We have one particular provision in terms of issuing
our orders.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: And what is the legal status of
the confirmatory action letter?

MS. CYR: It's closest to sort of a show cause. 1
mean, it is an agreement of the licensee to undertake
certain actions and our agreement to inspect against those
particular actions such that if they don't take it then the
next step for us would be an order.

MR. MIRAGLIA: Issue an order.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Okay.

MR. BORCHARDT: Slide 8, please.

[Slide.]

MR. BORCHADT: There are three periodic processes
beyond the routine activities that are intended to integrate
all of the available sources of information and come to
conclusions regarding licensee performance and make
recommendations regarding future NRC resource expenditures.
A description of the overall process is provided in a
recently issued management directive, 8.13.

The plant performance review, senior management
meeting and SALP will each be discussed later in the
presentation and, although each process uses essentially the
same kinds of objective information, the differences between

them include the time period or the duration of the
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assessment, the management level involved and whether it is
the review is done on a site-specific, on a region-wide or
on a national perspective.

Slide 9.

[Slide.]

MR. BORCHARDT: The PPR or plant performance
reviews are conducted every six months and it reviews the
licensee performance over the previous six to 12 months.

The goal is to evaluate inspection results and other
objective information to assess licensee performance in each
of the four SALP functional areas and to identify any trends
in performance that may warrant an adjustment to planned
inspection activities.

Although the PPRs were started in 1988, we have
recently placed an increased emphasis on standardizing the
conduct and output of the PPRs. The use of a plant issues
matrix is still evolving but it is proving to be a useful -
- it is proving to be useful in helping to focus discussions
on the assessment of objective information.

Now, there are two principal outgrowths of the
PPR., One is the six-month inspection plan which is sent to
the licensees. It identifies all significant inspection
activities planned by both headquarters and the regions
other than the resident inspectors' specific activities over

the next six months; and the PPR report, which serves
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several purposes including management visits to the site,
screening meetings in preparation for the senior management
meeting.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: Are the results of the plant
performance reviews communicated to the licensees?

MR. BORCHARDT: Along with the inspection plan
over the next six months, the approach we are taking right
now is if there is a significant message to be sent, that we
could do that in that cover letter. But it is not currently
formatted to take the place or to serve as a miniature SALP.
We are not mandating each of the four functional areas, only
when there is a significant message to be made. And the
licensees can really ge. an indication of what the staff
thinkes about performance by looking at the adjustments to
the inspection plan.

If the licensee sees that there is two team
inspections of two or three people planned to go look at
maintenance activities that weren't previously planned,
that's a very clear indication that the staff has concerns
about the activities in the maintenance area. Conversely,
if they saw that some previously inspected activity we.
taken off the list, they could believe then that there was
some indication that NRC's view of their performance has
improved.

CHAIRMAN JACKSON: What drove these major
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improvements that you are talking about, the standardization
of the conduct and output of the PPRs?

MR. MIRAGLIA: I was going to say several things.
In terms of, as I said, there have been a number of
diagnostics that indicated concerns. Where were we, why did
we find certain activities. And one of the things that we
went back and looked at in terms of the -- I believe it was
the South Texas DET and perhaps the Quad Cities and there
were a couple at that period of time.

And what we found at that time, Madam Chairmar,
were that when we went back and say, well, what did our
program miss in terms of the inspection program, what we
found is that if we went back and looked at the findings in
the inspection repor<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>